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DETAILED ACTION 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
7/25/2006 has been entered. 

Claims 1-6 and 8-22 are pending. 

Response to Amendment and Arguments 

Applicant's amendments were fully considered. Arguments directed at amended 
claims were fully considered, but are moot in view of new rejections presented below. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-6 and 8-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Borza et al (WO 98/12670) in view of Deo et al (US 6,496,928) and further In view 



of Rallis etal (US 6,189,099). 
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Claim 1: 

Borza discloses: 

1 . Gaining access to said computer network by use of a portable computing device 
(p5, lines 18-24) 

2. Reading biometric data peculiar to a user by the use of a biometric data reader 
coupled to said portable computing device (p8, lines 16-17 and p9, lines 11-15). 

3. Comparing said biometric data peculiar to said user to previously biometric data 
stored in said portable computing device and said computer network for the 
purpose of identifying the user (p8, lines 1-2, 27-28 and p15, lines 10-25). 

4. A remotes station retaining a copy of said biometric data (p8, lines 27-28 and 
p15, lines 10-25). 

5. Denying further access to said computer network if said comparing step fails to 
identify said user as an authorized user (p15, lines 10-25 and Fig 8, item 40). 

Borza does not disclose "wherein said biometric data is operable to be removed 
from said portable computing device on instruction by a remote station on said 
computer network". However, Deo discloses a remote station transmitting a 
programming message to a portable computing device with instructions for the portable 
computing device to remove authorization data from its memory (col 24, lines 3-17). 
The examiner asserts that biometric data as disclosed by Borza is authorization data. 

Borza also does not disclose denying further access to said portable computing 
device if said comparing step fails to identify said user as an authorized user. However, 
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Rallis discloses denying further access to a portable computing device if a comparison 
step fails to identify the user as an authorized user (col 2, lines 27-65). 

Therefore, in light of the above, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the applicant's invention was made to have modified Borza's 
invention according to the limitations recited in claim 1 . One of ordinary skill would have 
been motivated to incorporate Borza and Deo's teachings with Rallis's invention 
because Borza's teachings of biometric authentication would allow devices using 
Rallis's invention to be more secure. Note that Rallis discloses that theft of portable 
computing devices is a serious problem (col 1, lines 3-5). Replacing the key disclosed 
by Rallis with biometric authentication as taught by Borza would allow for a user 
authentication system where the user is unable to forget or lose their key, thus making 
for a more secure system. One of ordinary skill would have been motivated to 
incorporate Deo's teachings as Deo discloses that his teachings would allow for a 
content provider or wireless carrier with the ability to turn off services to individual users 
of mobile devices (col 28, lines 49-52), which provides efficient subscription 
management (col 22, lines 47-48). This would allow users of Borza and Rallis's 
combination invention to disable subscriptions associated with a stolen portable device 
and associated the subscriptions with another device of the legitimate user's choosing. 
Claim 2: 

Borza further discloses wherein said access to said computer network is by use 
of a wireless connection (p7, lines28-30). 
Claim 3: 
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Borza further discloses said biometric data is a fingerprint (p9, lines 13-15). 
Claim 4: 

Borza further discloses wherein said biometric data is an iris scan (p1 1, lines 18- 

21). 

Claim 5: 

Borza further discloses wherein said biometric data comprises one or more 
measured electrical characteristics (p8, lines 13-17). 
Claim 6: 

Borza does not disclose said biometric data can be programmed into said 
portable computing device by a remote station on said computer network. However, as 
mentioned, biometric data is authorization data. Further, Deo discloses authorization 
data can be programmed into a portable computing device by a remote station on a 
computer network (col 23, lines 19-24). Therefore, the above limitation is obvious to the 
combination invention of Borza, Deo, and Rallis. 
Claim 8: 

Borza discloses: 

1. Reading biometric data peculiar to a user (p8, lines 16-17 and p9, lines 11-15). 

2. Comparing said biometric data with previously stored biometric data for purpose 
of identifying the user (p8, line 19-p9 line 2). 

3. A remote station retaining a copy of said previously stored biometric data (p8, 
lines 27-28 and p15, lines 10-25). 
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4. Preventing access to said computer network if the user is not identified as an 
authorized user (p15, lines 10-25 and Fig 8, item 40). 

Borza does not disclose wherein said previously stored biometric data is 
operable to be removed from said portable computing device on instructions by a 
remote station. However, Deo discloses a remote station transmitting a programming 
message to a portable computing device with instructions for the portable computing 
device to remove authorization data from its memory (col 24, lines 3-17). The examiner 
asserts that biometric data as disclosed by Borza is authorization data. 

Borza also does note explicitly disclose preventing access to said portable 
computing device if the user is not identified as an authorized user. However, Rallis 
discloses preventing access to a portable computing device if the user is not identified 
as an authorized user (col 2, lines 27-65). Note that as per Rallis's teachings, 
preventing access to the portable device effectively also denies access to any network 
that might be connected to via the portable device. 

In light of the above, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to 
combine the teachings of Borza, Deo, and Rallis according to the limitations recited in 
claim 8. One of ordinary skill would have been motivated to combine these teachings 
for the same reasons discussed in claim 1 . 
Claim 9: 

Claim 9 recites a limitation substantially similar to claim 3 and is rejected for the 
same reasons. 
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Claim 10: 

Claim 10 recites a limitation substantially similar to claim 4 and is rejected for the 
same reasons. 
Claim 11: 

Claim 1 1 recites a limitation substantially similar to claim 5 and is rejected for the 
same reasons. 
Claim 12: 

Claim 12 recites a limitation substantially similar to claim 6 and is rejected for the 
same reasons. 

Claims 13-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Borza et al (WO 98/12670) in view of Deo et al (US 6,496,928). 
Claim 13: 

Borza discloses: 

1. A computer network, said computer network comprising one or more computer 
workstations (p8, line 27-p9, line 1). 

2. A portable computing device, said portable computing device providing wireless 
access to said computer network (p7, line 27-p8, line 3). 

3. A biometric data reading device coupled to said portable computing device (p8, 
lines 16-17). 

4. A data storage device for storing biometric data capable of identifying one and 
only one user (p8, line 27-p9, line 2). 
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5. Said one of said one or more workstations retaining a copy of said biometric data 
(p8, lines 27-28 and p15, lines 10-25). 

Borza does not disclose a wireless communication device coupled to said 
computer network, capable of enabling the loading and removing of said biometric data 
stored in said portable computing device, and wherein said biometric data is operable to 
be removed from said portable computing device on instructions by one of said one or 
more workstations on said computer network. 

However, Deo discloses a wireless communication device coupled to said 
computer network, capable of enabling the loading and removing of authorization data 
stored in said portable computing device (col 23, lines 19-24 and col 24, lines 3-17), and 
wherein said authorization data is operable to be removed from said portable computing 
device on instructions by one of said workstations on said computer network (col 23, 
lines 19-24). 

As per the limitation of "wherein access to said computer network is provided by 
said one or more workstations upon authentication of biometric data from a user", the 
limitation describes what the claimed apparatus does. As per MPEP 2114, the 
patentability of a claimed apparatus depends on its structure, not what it does, thus the 
limitation does not have patentable weight. Further, note that in the system disclosed 
by Borza, access to said computer network, i.e. ATM banking network, is provided by 
said one or more workstation, i.e. ATM banking machine, upon authentication of 
biometric data from a user (p8, line 27-p9, line 1). 
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In light of the above, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to have combine Borza and Deo's teachings according to the limitations recited in claim 
13. One skilled would have been motivated to incorporate Deo's teachings within 
Borza's invention because Deo discloses that his teachings would allow for a content 
provider or wireless carrier with the ability to turn off services to individual users of 
mobile devices (col 28, lines 49-52), which provides efficient subscription management 
(col 22, lines 47-48). This would allow Borza more flexible security control over the 
portable computing devices using his invention including the ability to remotely disable 
the computing devices if they were stolen. 
Claim 14: 

Borza further discloses said portable computing apparatus comprises: 

1. A bus (Fig 6). 

2. A memory unit coupled to said bus (p9, lines 1-2). 

3. A data storage device coupled to said bus, capable of storing said biometric data 
(p9, lines 1-2). 

4. A biometric data reader coupled to said bus (p8, lines 16-17). 

5. A communication device coupled to said bus for communicating with a computer 
network (Fig 6, item 19). 

6. A processor couple to said bus (Fig 6, item 12), said processor for performing a 
method for identifying a user by use of said biometric data, said method 
comprising the steps of: 

a. Reading applicable biometric data (p3, lines 27-30). 
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b. Comparing said biometric data with said biometric data in said memory 
unit (p3, lines 27-30). 

Claim 15: 

Borza does not disclose said portable computing apparatus is a personal data 
assistant (PDA). However, the limitation is obvious to the combination invention of 
Borza and Deo as Deo discloses portable computing apparatus are personal data 
assistants (col 1 , lines 27-28). 
Claim 16: 

Borza further discloses said biometric data reader is implemented as part of the 
portable computing apparatus (p8, lines 16-17). 
Claims 17 and 18: 

Claims 17 and 18 recite limitations substantially similar to claims 3 and 4 
respectively and are rejected for the same reasons. 
Claim 19: 

Borza further discloses said biometric data is any electronically storable 
identifying biometric data (p8, lines 13-17). 
Claim 20: 

Claim 20 is substantially similar to claim 5 and is rejected for the same reasons. 
Claim 21: 

Borza further discloses said computer network further comprises a remote station 
connected to said computer network (p8, lines 19-20 and line 29-p9, line 1). 
Claim 22: 
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Borza further discloses wherein said remote station is for performing a method of 
network access control (p8, lines 27-29). Borza further discloses said method 
comprising uploading said biometric data from said portable computing apparatus (p8, 
lines 19-20). Borza does not disclose said method comprising: 

1 . Downloading said biometric data to said portable computing device. 

2. Erasing said biometric data from said portable computing apparatus. 

However, the examiner asserts that biometric data is authorization data. Further, 
Deo discloses downloading authorization data to a portable computing apparatus and 
erasing authorization data from a portable computing apparatus (col 23, lines 19-24 and 
col 24, lines 3-17). Therefore, the above limitations not met by Borza are obvious to the 
combination invention of Borza and Deo. 

It is further noted that the limitations recited in claim 22 describes what the 
claimed apparatus does, thus as per MPEP 21 14, the limitations do not have patentable 
weight and claim 22 is rejected for the same reasons given in claim 21. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ponnoreay Pich whose telephone number is 571-272- 
7962. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00am-4:30pm Mon-Fri. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kim Vu can be reached on 571-272-3859. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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